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Order Instituting Rulemaking Into Implementation

of Federal Communications Commission Report Rulemaking 04-12-001
and Order 04-87, as It Affects the Universal (Filed December 2, 2004)
Lifeline Telephone Service Program

REPLY COMMENTS OF THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE ON PROPOSED DECISION OF
ALJ JONES ADOPTING STRATEGIES TO IMPROVE THE CALIFORNIA LIFELINE
CERTIFICATION AND VERIFICATION PROCESSES, AND REINSTATING PORTIONS OF
GENERAL ORDER (GO 153)

I. INTRODUCTION: LIFELINE - SERVING THE NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME
CONSUMERS?

The Greenlining Institute (“Greenlining”) respectfully submits the following reply comments to the
California Public Utilities Commission (“Commission” or “CPUC”) addressing the proposed decision of
Administrative Law Judge Jones (“ALJ Jones”) in the proceeding R.04-12-001, for adopting strategies to
improve California LifeLine (“LifeLine”) certification and verification processes and reinstating portions
of General Order (“GO”) 153.

As Greenlining stated in its opening comments the most important recommendation this
Commission should adopt is transformation of the current LifeLine program from one based on obsolete
technology (landlines) to modern technology (cell phones). The creation of a low-cost cell phone based
LifeLine program is a realistic option for the Commission since many other states have been able to adopt
a cell phone based LifeLine and Link Up program with carriers such as, Cingular and Alltell.' Given the
commitment to low-income communities in California by this Commission, Greenlining urges the

Commission to not take a narrow view of possible changes to the LifeLine program.

! See Greenlining’s Opening Comments, Footnote 1 which provided information regarding Cingular and Alltel’s
current LifeLine and LinkUp programs for cell phones.
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If the current LifeLine program continues to be based on landlines, it will only perpetuate the
creation of a second class service and further widen the digital divide for low-income Californians.
Greenlining believes, as do many community leaders, that a 21* century LifeLine program must be based
on cell phones. Greenlining is concerned that if the Commission does not consider and implement such
substantive changes as transitioning from landlines to cell phone or altering the enrollment requirements
to the LifeLine program, it will fail to adequately and appropriately serve the needs of low-income
Californians.’

The Commission should also not ignore the fact that Greenlining was the only non-carrier to file
opening comments in this proceeding and that only Greenlining represents the needs of all 22 million
minorities throughout California, many whom are or should be eligible for the LifeLine program.
Greenlining is committed to working with the Commission and the carriers to ensure that other short term
and long term strategies for the LifeLine program are also implemented. Greenlining recognizes and
discusses below additional improvements that the Commission should adopt to improve the LifeLine
program for low-income consumers.

II. SHORT AND LONG TERM STRATEGIES FOR LIFELINE THAT TRULY SERVE THE
NEEDS OF LOW-INCOME CONSUMERS IN CALIFORNIA

A. BRINGING CALIFORNIA LIFELINE INTO THE 21°" CENTURY: LANDLINES
TO CELLPHONES

Greenlining respectfully recommends that the Commission revolutionize the current LifeLine

program, with support from the FCC, from one based on landlines to one based on cell phones. By

% See Greenlining’s opening comments p. 7: ““...Greenlining recommends that the Commission expand the
eligibility of the LifeLine program to include additional factors, such as geographic differences in the cost of living
and that poverty is relative. The Commission should not rely exclusively on pretax income and cash benefits from
the government as the eligibility benchmark for participation in the LifeLine Program.”; see also Staff Report p. 32
which indicated that many applicants to the LifeLine program who were ultimately deemed ineligible for LifeLine
discounts only marginally exceeded the LifeLine income thresholds. (emphasis added)

3 See ALJ Jones proposed decision which recognizes that as many as 6.7 million or even 10 million Californians

may qualify for LifeLine service, but as a result of bureaucratic obstacles, which the Commission has been forced to
implement, only 3.5 million are presently receiving LifeLine telephone service
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making a programmatic shift to cell phones this Commission and California will remain a leader in
serving the communication needs of low-income communities by ensuring that low-income consumers
have access to 21* century technology.

As indicated in its opening comments, Greenlining believes that a $5.5 billion subsidy for a cell
phone based LifeLine program could be attainable. For example, assuming that the current rate of
expenditure of $555 million a year in federal and state subsidies for the LifeLine program is maintained,
within 10 years approximately $5.5 billion will be spent to provide communication services to low-
income Californians. It will be a waste of such subsidies, if the $5.5 billion is spent on obsolete
technology. Greenlining urges the Commission to examine LifeLine from a 21 century perspective and
recognize that the vast majority of low-income consumers, like the middle class and the wealthy, prefer
cell phones to landlines. Low-income consumers, including the elderly and disabled, find cell phones
significantly more useful than landlines.*

Further, with the addition of wireless service through the acquisition of Cingular by AT&T
California (“AT&T”), as well as Alltell’s current wireless service in California’, Greenlining believes that
the creation of a low-cost cell phone service is attainable. Greenlining urges AT&T to take a strong
leadership role in the creation of a cell phone based LifeLine program and support the Commission in its
efforts to best serve the needs of California’s low-income communities. Such support would be
consistent with AT&T’s California and national leadership commitments and visions for the company. In

particular, since Cingular’s current cell phone based LifeLine and Link Up services available in other

* It has been established that many low-income families are forced to frequently move for a myriad of reasons.

> See http://www.alltel.com/personal/wireless/plans/lifeline.html: Alltell LifeLine Program which offers a
discounted monthly telecommunications service under Lifeline and Link-Up programs. Alltell currently offers such
plans in Alabama, Arkansas, California, Colorado, Florida, Georgia, lowa, Kansas, Louisiana, Michigan,
Minnesota, Mississippi, Montana, Nebraska, Nevada, New Mexico, North Carolina, North Dakota, South Dakota,
Pine Ridge Indian Reservation, Texas, Virginia, West Virginia, Wisconsin and Wyoming. (emphasis added)
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states and Puerto Rico, AT&T can provide the Commission with a working model for changes to the
California LifeLine plan.®

Additionally, given the 6.7 million or even 10 million Californians that may qualify for LifeLine
service, Greenlining believes the Commission could potentially realize a reduction in the present LifeLine
program costs by as much as 50% by simply transitioning from landlines to cell phones.

Greenlining recognizes that it will be with the support of industry and the community that the
current California LifeLine program w be changed and Greenlining is willing to work with the
Commission, its staff, communities and carriers to create such a program. Greenlining has already
conducted research on the cost of a LifeLine based cell phone program and would share such research
with anyone truly committed to changing the LifeLine program to better serve the needs of California’s

low-income consumers.

B. STUDY FOR CELL PHONES IMPERATIVE

Further, Greenlining recommends, and is supported by telecommunications expert Michael
Phillips, that the Commission should recommend that the carriers and Greenlining complete a formal
study with a sample size of at least one thousand current LifeLine subscribers from the same
demographics as to their preferences for a cell phone based LifeLine program.” In 2006, Greenlining
conducted a preliminary study of telecommunications practices of low income and primarily minority

families residing in California. Of the approximately 250 families contacted, 117 responded

6 See (http://www.cingular.com/about/community-support/lifeline-link-up.jsp): Cingular LifeLine and Link Up
service program available in Louisiana, Mississippi, Washington and Puerto Rico which provides discounted service
for eligible customers. Lifeline offers discounts on the monthly wireless bills of qualified applicants. Link Up pays
50 percent of a customer's one-time activation fee. (Cingular waives the other 50 percent for eligible consumers, so
activation is free.);Ssee also 1d.

7 See the May 24, 2006 to the California Public Utilities Commission, footnote 2: “It is extremely difficult, in an era
of unlisted cell phone numbers, for any pollster or demographer to secure a sample of this size among low income
and primarily minority communities. It is especially difficult given the length and comprehensiveness of the study.
A comprehensive study sample of 1000 is doable but will be costly and will require the cooperation of major
telecommunication providers and the minority community organizations that serve them. —Michael Phillips,
Consultant and Telecommunications Expert, 12 May 2006.”
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comprehensively to a series of 27 questions. The results include the following demographic data on
income and racial/ethnic background of the respondents: 1) nearly 90% of respondents have an annual
household income of $35,000 or less; 2) less than 3% of respondents have an annual household income of
$40,000 or more; 3) one-third of respondents identify as African/African American; 4) nearly one-third of
respondents identify as Chicano/Latino/Hispanic; and 5) nearly 20% of respondents identify as
Asian/Asian Pacific American. The questionnaire used in our study was conducted through the
leadership of El Concilio of San Mateo County, Mabuhay Alliance of San Diego County and OCCUR of
Alameda County, three California based minority nonprofits that work closely with low income
communities.® In Greenlining’s opinion, the nature and scope of this study is unprecedented. We are
unaware of any other existing study that comprehensively examines the telecommunications habits,
practices and knowledge of low income and minority consumers since 2000. A number of the results’ in
the study are quite disturbing and could strongly influence future telecommunication policies of the
CPUC and marketing and policies of major telecommunication providers, including prospective

providers, like Microsoft and Google."

¥ El Concilio is a non-profit coalition of organizations and individuals committed to improving the quality of life for
Latinos by increasing leadership, education, and employment opportunities, and access to quality and appropriate
health care in San Mateo County. Ortensia Lopez serves as the Executive Director of El Concilio. See
http://www.el-concilio.com. Mabuhay Alliance strives to enhance the quality of life for San Diego's Filipino and
other Asian/Pacific Islander communities by providing alliance members with networking opportunities and access
to resources that benefit the community, which are not attainable as a single entity. Faith Bautista serves as the
Executive Director for Mabuhay. See http://www.mabuhayalliance.org OCCUR, Oakland Citizens Committee for
Urban Renewal, serves the greater Oakland / East Bay region as a community building intermediary and direct
service organization dedicated to public policy, non-profit capacity building, information technology, and consumer
education. OCCUR has been nationally commended for its positive impact on low-income and emerging
communities. David Glover is currently the Executive Director of OCCUR. See http://www.bapd.org/goatal-1.html

? See May 24, 2006 to the California Public Utilities Commission for the results of the study which indicated for
example that nearly 75% of low income households do not have ULTS and almost all low income households have a
cell phone. With respect to cell phone cost and usage, only about a quarter (26%) of respondents report satisfaction
with cell phone costs. For those who report dissatisfaction with cell phone costs, two-thirds (67%) mention monthly
cost as a primary reason

' On May 12, 2006 a New York Times article discussed the potential for Microsoft to acquire Time Warner, which
would include acquisition of Time Warner Cable and AOL. See http://dealbook.blogs.nytimes.com/?p=2996. On
May 13, 2006 a San Francisco Chronicle article mentions Google’s partnership with Earthlink to negotiate a contract
with San Francisco to provide city-wide Wi-Fi. See http://www.sfgate.com/cgi-
bin/article.cgi?f=/c/a/2006/05/13/BUGOVIR7PJ1.DTL&hw=googlet+wi+fi&sn=001&sc=771
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Given this preliminary study’s results and the need to move LifeLine into the 21% century,
Greenlining urges the Commission to request, if not order that an additional study be conducted by AT&T
and Verizon in conjunction with Greenlining or AT&T in conjunction with Greenlining as to ensure
accurate data for a 1000 sample population of current LifeLine customers.!" Greenlining believes that
such study will show that those low-income customers who currently have a landline based LifeLine,

prefer and would greatly benefit from a cell phone based program.

C. INCREASING THE LIFELINE PROGRAM ENROLLMENT

i. RE-EVALUATION OF ELIGIBILITY REQUIREMENTS

Critical to any improvements of the LifeLine program should be a commitment to increasing the
number of low-income consumers benefiting from the program. With this goal in mind, Greenlining
recommends that the Commission re-evaluate the eligibility requirements for the LifeLine program. As
Verizon noted in its opening comments'” and the Staff Report' details, there are many applicants to the
LifeLine program that “only marginally exceed” the LifeLine program income thresholds. Given this,
these low-income consumers are forced pay higher prices for a basic requisite of modern life —
communication. The ability to communicate with others as an essential part of all people’s lives and
many times the means to communication is simply not affordable for the poor. Greenlining believes that
by utilizing only a traditional poverty index for the LifeLine program, a large portion of the poor in

California are being excluded.

" Sucha study would be based on the following purposes: 1) to assess the potential increase in penetration rates of
a cell phone based LifeLine program in California and 2) to assess the potential savings of a cell phone based
LifeLine program in California. See Comments of the Greenlining Institute in proceeding R.06-05-028 discussing
the 2006 Greenlining Institute ULTS preliminary study of telecommunications practices of low income and
primarily minority families residing in California.

12 See p. 3

1 See p. 32
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Greenlining recommends that the Commission expand the eligibility of the LifeLine program to
include additional factors, such as geographic differences in the cost of living and that poverty is
relative.'* The Commission should not rely exclusively on pretax income and cash benefits from the
government as the eligibility benchmark for participation in the LifeLine Program. By expanding the
eligibility requirements of the LifeLine program the Commission will be meeting the needs of a
substantially greater number of Californians who have traditionally been excluded from the program, yet

struggle to make ends meet in a state with an exceedingly high cost of living.

ii. RETURN TO SELF-CERTIFICATION

As Verizon California Inc. (“Verizon”) noted in its opening comments “it has been a long-standing
practice that California Lifeline customers receive the discounted phone rate when they originally enroll
in the program. In the past, this practice did not present any hardship to Lifeline customers as they self-
certified their eligibility.”” Greenlining supports the practice of self-certification and urges the
Commission to modify GO 153 to allow consumers to return to a self-certification process for the
LifeLine program.

As discussed above any improvements to the LifeLine program should reflect a commitment to
increasing the number of low-income consumers benefiting from the program. Greenlining believes the
Solix certification process, in contrast to self-certification, has been a significant factor in the decrease of
consumers participating in the LifeLine program.'® Greenlining further asserts that many of the issues

raised in this proceeding are a direct result of changes to the LifeLine certification process from self-

certification to certification by a third-party carrier. In fact, as a consequence of this change many low-

' See Greenlining’s Opening Comments p. 6-7; see also “Counting the Poor”, New York Times: April 17, 2007.
13 See Verizon’s Opening Comments p. 3

'® The proposed decision notes that when carriers were administering the Lifeline enrollment for their customers,
they achieved response rates of 70%. See p. 16. Greenlining believes that while many factors influenced this

response rate, one element was the relationship between the carrier and the customer. This fact supports
Greenlining’s recommendation that the carriers be required to send “reminder notices.”
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income consumers are now potentially: 1) rejected from the LifeLine program; 2) required to repay the
discounted rates they may have received; 3) incurring a higher cost for their telephone service; 4)
incurring a higher connection fee; and 5) required to pay additional taxes and surcharges. As Verizon
candidly stated in its opening comments, if the process of rejection takes more than several months
consumers may potentially be “backbilled” more than $100 dollars.'” The Commission’s staff is also well
aware of this potential “backbilling” and has received numerous complaints from consumers who were
ultimately found to be ineligible by Solix for the LifeLine program.

Therefore, if for no other reason than the potential for low-income consumers to receive “backbills”
of more than $100 dollars from carriers, Greenlining urges the Commission to return to a self-certification
process. It is unfathomable, given the Commission’s support for low-income and underserved
communities, that it would allow low-income consumers to incur additional charges for their phone
service.

iii. CARRIERS SHOULD BE REQUIRED TO SEND “REMINDER
NOTICES” TO CONSUMERS

Greenlining urges the Commission to reject the recommendation by Cox Communications
(’Cox”)"®, SureWest Telephone (“SureWest”)"” and the small LEC’s™ that the Commission should not
adopt a requirement that carriers provide “reminder notices” to LifeLine consumers. Greenlining
recommends that the Commission adopt a requirement that the carriers to provide additional reminders to
consumers regarding the LifeLine program.

Greenlining believes that carrier involvement in the certification process is necessary and consistent

with the Commission’s prior determinations. Greenlining recommends that this requirement should be

17 See 1d. Footnote 3

'8 See Cox’s Opening Comments pp. 3-4. Greenlining believes that Cox’s willingness to only send a “one-time
postcard” to LifeLine subscribers reflects its lack of commitment to its LifeLine customers.

"% See SureWest’s Opening Comments pp. 1, 2-4

2 See Small LEC’s Opening Comments pp. 8-9
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included as part of the Commission’s long term LifeLine program strategy, thereby ensuring that all

Californians have fair and equal access to a telecommunication.

iv. ADOPTION OF A BROAD SPECTRUM OF OUTREACH EFFORTS

Greenlining commends the staff for engaging in creative outreach and urges the Commission to

continue to consider other creative outreach efforts, such as: 1) outreach to rural organizations to

participate in the Marketing Working Group; 2) provide materials to consumers at consumer bill fairs in-
language regarding the LifeLine program; 3) solicitation from the Low-Income Oversight Board

(“LIOB”) for proposals from community-based organizations to address community-specific needs.

v. MODIFICATIONS TO THE CERTIFICATION TIMELINE

Greenlining recommends the Commission adopt the staff recommendation that GO153 be amended
to allow for greater time to return and process the LifeLine forms. Specifically, Greenlining recommends
the Commission amend GO 153 by: 1) increasing the time for new customers to return the certification
forms from 30 to 60 days and 2) expanding the timeframe for form corrections from 15 days to 30 days.
Greenlining supports AT&T’s recommendation that the proposed decision be revised to require Solix to
process late certification forms as long as they are complete and urges the Commission to adopt this
recommendation.”’ Greenlining agrees that by allowing unlimited time for the processing of completed
verification forms Solix would no longer be able to disqualify customers from the program based merely

on an arbitrary date that the form was received.

D. NO MORE DELAYS

It is essential that the Commission begin to implement both short and long term strategies for the

LifeLine program. By delaying the implementation of strategies for improvement to the program the

2l See AT&T California’s Opening Comments p. 4
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Commission will be failing low-income consumers in California that rely on the benefits of the LifeLine
program.

Greenlining therefore recommends that the Commission immediately begins implementation of
both short term and long term strategies for the LifeLine program. For example, Greenlining urges the
Commission to reject AT&T’s recommendation for an extension of the current suspension of the
verification process until the first class postage requirement has been implemented.” The issue of first
class postage is the “single most important issue to be addressed.” As both the proposed decision and
Staff Report identify there are a myriad of critical issues to the implementation of the LifeLine program.
For example, the issue of first class postage pales in comparison to the issues of “backbilling”,
reconciliation of consumer data between carriers and Solix or incorrect termination from the LifeLine
program.

Greenlining also recommends that the Commission reject the small LEC and SureWest conclusion
that recommendations of working groups not become Commission policy, until such recommendations
are formally adopted in a Commission resolution. Greenlining believes that it has been due to the efforts
and collaboration of the members of the working groups that many of the positive strategies and creative
recommendations regarding changes to the certification and verification processes for the LifeLine
program were included in the proposed decision and Staff Report. The Commission should reject the
small LEC’s and SureWest conclusion that additional bureaucratic processes are necessary before low-

income consumers can benefit from changes to the LifeLine program.”

2 See1d. p. 3
¥ See AT&T California’s Opening Comments p. 2
# See Small LEC’s Opening Comments p. 14; SureWest’s Opening Comments pp. 1, 6
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E. SOLIX MUST BE HELD TO A HIGHER STANDARD

As ALJ Jones’s proposed decision notes, there has been a significant increase in the number of
complaints to the Commission’s internal working group (“CAB”) as a result of Solix serving as the third
party certifying agent for the LifeLine program.”> In fact, as ALJ Jones noted, CAB has received 12,400
LifeLine appeals, with over 4,000 of those appeals still open.*® It is clear to Greenlining that Solix is
currently failing to serve California’s low-income communities. Greenlining therefore believes it is the
responsibility of this Commission to not allow Solix to provide mediocre, if not inferior service, to low-
income consumers. Given this, Greenlining makes the following recommendations to the Commission.

First, Greenlining recommends that the Commission require Solix to publish publicly available
quarterly reports to the Commission that include at a minimum the following information: 1) the number
of complaints received regarding verification or certification for the LifeLine program by consumers, 2)
any and all resolutions to such complaints by Solix; 3) the number of consumers enrolled in the LifeLine
program; 4) any data transfer issues between Solix and the carriers; and 5) any issues Solix has identified
as specific to the verification and certification process for the LifeLine program

Second, Greenlining supports both the small LEC’s and Verizon’s recommendation that a monthly
transfer of data occur between Solix and the carriers and urges the Commission to adopt these
recommendation.

Third, Greenlining supports the small LEC’s and Verizon’s recommendation that Solix provide
confirmation to carriers of data transfer and urges the Commission to adopt these recommendations.?’

Fourth, Greenlining recommends that the Commission adopt the Staff Report’s recommendation

that the carriers closely monitor Solix.”

» See pp. 20-21

%0 See 1d.

%7 See Small LEC’s Opening Comments p. 11; Verizon’s Opening Comments p. 2 & 6
8 See Staff Report pp. 25-26
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Fifth, Greenlining recommends that the Commission adopt a formalized procedure for Solix to
notify carriers of changes in systems or data processing.

Sixth, Greenlining recommends that as part of this formalized procedure, Solix be required to report
any and all “glitches” within 48 hours to carriers and Commission.”

Greenlining believes the LifeLine program is an essential element of the Commission programs for
low-income consumers. Therefore, Greenlining also recommends to the Commission that if Solix is
unable to fulfill the goals of the LifeLine program and its contractual obligations to provide low-income
consumers with sufficient services, the Commission should consider further modification or termination

of the Solix contract.

F. INCREASING THE DIGITAL DIVIDE?

While Greenlining believes the creation of an internet-based enrollment system, as suggested by the
small LEC’s* and SureWest’', would allow for the streamlining of the LifeLine program, it is concerned
that many low-income LifeLine customers lack access to the internet or computers. By shifting
enrollment of the LifeLine program to an internet-based system the Commission could potentially
increase the digital divide.

Greenlining recommends that the Commission reject the creation of an internet-based enrollment
system beginning on July 1, 2007. Greenlining further recommends the Commission allocate resources to

bridging not widening the digital divide for low-income communities in California.

* See SureWest’s Opening Comments p. 5
% See Small LEC’s Opening Comments p. 7
31 See SureWest’s Opening Comments pp. 4-5
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III. CONCLUSION: TRANSFORMING TO CELL PHONES

Greenlining respectfully submits the following reply comments to the Commission on the proposed
decision in R.04-12-001, regarding the strategies to improve California Lifeline Certification and
Verification processes and reinstating portions of GO 153.

Greenlining respectfully requests that the Commission adopt Greenlining’s recommendations to
ensure that not only are the telecommunication needs of low-income consumers in California met, but the
telecommunications service the LifeLine program provides to such consumers does not relegate them to a
second class status. Paramount to Greenlining’s reply comments is the recommendation of a long term

strategy for the LifeLine program that transitions from landlines to cell phones.

April 30, 2007

Respectfully submitted,

/s/ Robert Gnaizda
Robert Gnaizda
The Greenlining Institute

/s/ Thalia N.C. Gonzalez
Thalia N.C. Gonzalez
The Greenlining Institute
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15
Reply Comments of the Greenlining Institute on the Proposed Decision in R.04-12-001



SERVICE LIST FOR R.04-12-001

Appearance

JEFF SCHNUR

SOLIX INC.

PO BOX 902

100 s. JEFFERSON ROAD
WHIPPANY, NJ 07981

ROSS A. BUNTROCK

WOMBLE CARLYLE SANDRIDGE & RICE PLLC
1401 EYE STREET, N.W. SEVENTH FLOOR
WASHINGTON, DC 20005

SEAN WILSON

TALK.COM

12020 SUNRISE VALLEY, STE.250
RESTON, VA 20191

ERIN DAWLEY
HORNITOS TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 5158

MADISON, WI 53705-0158

KARL ANDREW

REGULATORY AFFAIRS

SAGE TELECOM, INC.

805 CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY SO, STE 100
ALLEN, TX 75013-2789

KAREN BAILEY

VERIZON WEST COAST

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.
HOE01G69

600 HIDDEN RIDGE DR., EO1ES55
IRVING, TX 75038-2092

MARY PHARO

VAR TEC TELECOM, INC.
1600 VICEROY DRIVE
DALLAS, TX 75235

JEFF COMPTON

VICE RESIDENT CARRIER RELATIONS
TELSCAPE COMMUNICATIONS INC.
606 EAST HUNTINGTON DRIVE
MONROVIA, CA 91016

KIMBERLY KRETCHMER

CITIZENS TELECOM COS OF CA/GS/TU

180 S. CLINTON AVENUE
ROCHESTER, NY 14646-0400

OLIVIA B. WEIN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

NATIONAL CONSUMER LAW CENTER
1001 CONNECTICUT AVE. NW., STE.
WASHINGTON, DC 20036

SHARON THOMAS
TECHNOLOGIES MANAGEMENT, INC.
210 N. PARK AVE.

WINTER PARK, FL 32789

PETER GLASS

SEREN INNOVATIONS, INC.

15 SOUTH 5TH STREET, STE 500
MINNEAPOLIS, MN 55402

MICHAEL MORCOM

VERIZON SELECT SERVICES, INC.
600 HIDDEN RIDGE, HQEO01J01l6
IRVING, TX 75038

KRISTIE FLIPPO

TIME WARNER CONNECT

2805 DALLAS PKWY STE 140
PLANO, TX 75093-8720

DAVID MORIARTY
MEDIA ONE/AT&T BROADBAND
550 CONTINENTAL BLVD.

EL SEGUNDO, CA 90245
DON EACHUS

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.
CA501LB

112 S. LAKE LINDERO CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

Reply Comments of the Greenlining Institute on the Proposed Decision in R.04-12-001

510

16



JACQUE LOPEZ

LEGAL ASSISTANT

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC
CA501LB

CA501LB

112 LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

LORRAINE A. KOCEN

VERIZON CALIFORNIA INC.

112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD
THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

MICHAEL SHAMES

ATTORNEY AT LAW

UTILITY CONSUMERS' ACTION NETWORK
3100 FIFTH AVENUE, SUITE B

SAN DIEGO, CA 92103

DALE DIXON
ATTORNEY AT LAW

VYCERA COMMUNICATIONS, INC.

12750 HIGH BLUFF DRIVE, SUITE 200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92129

BRIAN PLACKIS CHENG

BLUE CASA COMMUNICATIONS
911 OLIVE STREET

SANTA BARBARA, CA 93101

DAVE CLARK

KERMAN TELEPHONE COMPANY
811 S MADERA AVE.
KERMAN, CA 93630

DAN DOUGLAS

THE PONDEROSA TELEPHONE CO.
PO BOX 21

O'NEALS, CA 93645

MARGARITA GUTIERREZ

DEPUTY CITY ATTORNEY

CITY AND COUNTY OF SAN FRANCISCO

1 DR. CARLTON B. GOODLETT PLACE, RM. 375
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

SINDY J. YUN

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
LEGAL DIVISION

ROOM 4300

JESUS G. ROMAN

ATTORNEY AT LAW

VERIZON CALIFORNIA, INC.

112 S. LAKEVIEW CANYON ROAD,

THOUSAND OAKS, CA 91362

W. LEE BIDDLE

ATTORNEY AT LAW

FERRIS & BRITTON, P.C.

401 WEST A STREET, SUITE 1600
SAN DIEGO, CA 92101

JOY C. YAMAGATA

REGULATORY CASE MANAGER

SEMPRA UTILITIES

8330 CENTURY PARK COURT CP 32 D
SAN DIEGO, CA 92123

THALIA R. GIETZEN

VYCERA COMMUNICATION, INC.
12750 HIGH BLUFF DR., STE.200
SAN DIEGO, CA 92130-2565

ERIC WOLFE

REGULATORY

DUCOR TELEPHONE COMPANY

PO BOX 42230

BAKERSFIELD, CA 93384-2230

LINDA BURTON
PO BOX 219
OAKHURST, CA 93644

CHRISTINE MAILLOUX

ATTORNEY AT LAW

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

REGINA COSTA

THE UTILITY REFORM NETWORK

711 VAN NESS AVENUE, SUITE 350
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102

ANNA KAPETANAKOS
ATTORNEY AT LAW
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 2024
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505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
GRETA BANKS

AT&T COMMUNICATIONS OF CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET, 18TH FLOOR, 4
SERVICES

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
GLENN STOVER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

STOVER LAW

221 MAIN STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-1906
PETER M. HAYES

DIRECTOR

AT&T CALIFORNIA

525 MARKET STREET, ROOM 1919
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105-2727

JOHN L. CLARK

ATTORNEY AT LAW

GOODIN MACBRIDE SQUERI DAY & LAMPREYLLP
505 SANSOME STREET, SUITE 900

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

PATRICK M. ROSVALL

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP

201 CALIFORNIA STREET, 17TH FLOOR
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOSEPHINE WONG
APEX TELECOM INC.
PO BOX 1917

OAKLAND, CA 94604

LATANYA LINZIE
COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, L.L.C.

REGULATOR

2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
COMM

EMERYVILLE, CA 94608

THALIA N.C. GONZALEZ

LEGAL COUNSEL

THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVE., 2ND FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

LORRIE BERNSTEIN
PINNACLES TELEPHONE COMPANY
340 LIVE OAK ROAD

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105

LOUIE DE CARLO
COMPLIANCE MANAGER
MCI METRO ACCESS TRANSMISSION

201 SPEAR STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

9TH FLOOR
94105

DARCY BEAL
ASSOCIATE DIRECTOR
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA

19TH FLOOR,
94105-2727

ENRIQUE GALLARDO

LATINO ISSUES FORUM

160 PINE STREET, SUITE 700
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

MARK P. SCHREIBER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

COOPER, WHITE & COOPER, LLP
201 CALIFORNIA STREET,
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111

JOHN A. GUTIERREZ
COMCAST

12647 ALCOSTA BOULEVARD,
SAN RAMON, CA 94544

SUITE

C. HONG WONG

APEX TELECOM, INC.
113 10TH STREET
OAKLAND, CA 94607

DOUGLAS GARRETT
VICE PRESIDENT, WESTERN REGION

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM, LLC,

2200 POWELL STREET, SUITE 1035
EMERYVILLE, CA 94608-2618

MELISSA W. KASNITZ

DISABILITY RIGHTS ADVOCATES
2001 CENTER STREET,
BERKELEY, CA 94704-1204

EDWARD J SCHNEIDER, JR
FORESTHILL TELEPHONE CO.,
4655 QUAIL LAKES DR.

INC.
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PAICINES, CA 95043-9998

LYNNE MARTIN
PAC-WEST TELECOMM, INC.
1776 MARCH LANE, SUITE 250
STOCKTON, CA 95207

YVONNE SMYTHE

CALAVERAS TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 37

COPPEROPOLIS, CA 95228

ROSE CULLEN

THE VOLCANO TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 1070

PINE GROVE, CA 95665-1070

JOLEEN HOGAN

CAL-ORE TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 847

DORRIS, CA 96023

GAIL LONG

TELEPHONE COMPANY

HAPPY VALLEY/HORNITOS/WINTERHAVEN
PO BOX 1566

OREGON, OR 97045

Information Only

ADRIENNE M. MERCER

REGULATORY COMPLIANCE ANALYST
SAGE TELECOM, INC.

805 CENTRAL EXPRESSWAY S, STE 100
ALLENT, TX 75013

ESTHER NORTHRUP

COX CALIFORNIA TELCOM
5159 FEDERAL BLVD.
SAN DIEGO, CA 92105

JULIE WEIGAND

RICHARD HEATH AND ASSOCIATES, INC.

590 W. LOCUST AVENUE, SUITE 103
FRESNO, CA 93650

STOCKTON, CA 95207

LORRIE BERNSTEIN

MOSS ADAMS LLP

3121 WEST MARCH LANE, STE. 100
STOCKTON, CA 95219-2303

LINDA COOPER

GLOBAL VALLEY NETWORKS, INC.
515 KEYSTONE BLVD.
PATTERSON, CA 95363-8861

LINDA LUPTON
REGULATORY MANAGER
SUREWEST TELEPHONE
PO BOX 969
ROSEVILLE, CA 95678

JAMES LOWERS

THE SISKIYOU TELEPHONE COMPANY
PO BOX 157

ETNA, CA 96027

BETTINA CARDONA

PRESIDENT

FONES4ALL CORPORATION

6320 CANOGA AVE, SUITE 650
WOODLAND HILLS, CA 91367

GLENNDA KOUNTZ
REGULATORY ASSISTANT
KERMAN TELEPHONE CO.
811 S. MADERA AVENUE
KERMAN, CA 93630

NELSONYA CAUSBY
ATTORNEY AT LAW
AT&T CALIFORNIA
525 MARKET ST., STE 2025
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94105
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MARGARET L. TOBIAS
ATTORNEY AT LAW

TOBIAS LAW OFFICE

460 PENNSYLVANIA AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94107

LAW DEPARTMENT FILE ROOM

PACIFIC GAS AND ELECTRIC COMPANY
PO BOX 7442

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94120-7442

CHARLES E. BORN

MANAGER-STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER, A CITIZENS TELECOMMUNICATIONS
PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

State Service

ANGELA YOUNG

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
FISCAL & ADMINISTRATIVE SERVICES
AREA 3-E

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

DONNA L. WAGONER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE BRAN
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

JESSICA T. HECHT

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW JUDGES
ROOM 5113

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
KAREN A. DEGANNES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY RESOURCES BRANCH

JUDGES

AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
NATALTIE BILLINGSLEY

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION

SUZANNE TOLLER

ATTORNEY AT LAW

DAVIS WRIGHT TREMAINE LLP

505 MONTGOMERY STREET, SUITE 800
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94111-6533

ROBERT GNAIZDA

POLICY DIRECTOR/GENERAL COUNSEL
THE GREENLINING INSTITUTE

1918 UNIVERSITY AVENUE, 2"¢ FLOOR
BERKELEY, CA 94704

JOE CHICOINE

MANAGER, STATE GOVERNMENT AFFAIRS
FRONTIER COMMUNICATIONS

PO BOX 340

ELK GROVE, CA 95759

CHERRIE CONNER

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
PROGRAM MANAGEMENT & IMPLEMENTATION
AREA 3-D

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
HAZLYN FORTUNE

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION
AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
JOSIE WEBB

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
ENERGY DIVISION
AREA 4-A

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
KAREN JONES

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
DIVISION OF ADMINISTRATIVE LAW

ROOM 2106

505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
RISA HERNANDEZ

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
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TELECOMMUNICATIONS & CONSUMER ISSUES BRA

BRANCH

ROOM 4108

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ROBERT HAGA

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
EXECUTIVE DIVISION

ROOM 5304

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

ELECTRICITY RESOURCES & PRICING

ROOM 4209
505 VAN NESS AVENUE
SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214

SEAN WILSON

CALIF PUBLIC UTILITIES COMMISSION
UTILITY AUDIT, FINANCE & COMPLIANCE
AREA 3-C

505 VAN NESS AVENUE

SAN FRANCISCO, CA 94102-3214
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